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INTERVIEW WITH DR. FRED GIES 
SEPTEMBER 29, 1994 
BY JOSEPH WATRAS 
JW: I'm interested in the curriclum reforms that were a 
part of the effort to racially desegregate the Dayton Schools in 
the 1960's and 1970's and wherever I turn, the Model cities over 
on the west side of Dayton or Dayton View Stabilization over on 
the north end or the efforts by the liberal superintendent, Dr. 
Wayne Carle, I keep finding individuallly guided education as the 
curriculum model that seems to be brought in. And I just wanted 
to ask you about that and the way IGE was used to facilitate some 
kinds of racial desegregation. I guess it wasn't intentional. 
That is, I don't think it's in the design of IGE that it would 
serve such a social end. 
FG: No, it's not. But you almost have to look at the 
origins of IGE, where it came from and how it developed and what 
the founders of that movement had in mind. My own personal 
association with IGE dates back to 1970. At that time the 
elementary school model had been developed. They progressed from 
that to the high school model and then late developed a middle 
school model which I was intimately involved with developing. 
And that was, as you no doubt know, the product of the two 
organizations: Wisconsin Research and Development Center, where 
Herb Klausmeier was the director, and IEEA, which was the 
education arm of the Kettering Foundation, which is located here 
in Dayton, Ohio. IEEA exists today, although it's not affiliated 
with Kettering. And one of our doctoral students at Missouri, 
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where I was at the time with the center for Education 
Improvement, sent one of our graduates, John Paden to IEEA, and 
he's still here today. So that's sort of the connection and my 
own background in IGE goes back to those times. And the model 
they were using then was to identify people who would serve as 
facilitators through the networks of IGE schools and various 
units in higher education, a select group, became facilitator 
trainers. And we were one of those groups in Missouri. So we 
travel allover the country helping districts and networks 
implement this IGE model. To relate that model to the Dayton 
Public Schools takes some understanding of the model itself, 
which many people just have a cursory understanding of. 
JW: I'm afraid I'm guilty of that myself. 
FG: Well, then it is perhaps the most comprehensive, not 
perfect or complete, but comprehensive model designed to change 
the schooling enterprise of any that's been conceptualized in 
this country. 
JW: It's really not a curriculum model ... 
FG: It is not a curriculum model. It is built out of the 
notion of systematic change. I don't know with what degree 
you're interested in this kind of background. 
JW: Quite a bit. 
FG: Okay. Today there's a national movement headed by John 
Goodlad and it's called the National Network for Educational 
Renewal. That organization consists of sixteen sites that 
represent universities or colleges throughout the united states 
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where 26 universities affiliated because some of those are 
consortia. There are more than 300 schools that are involved in 
what is the basic thesis of the model, that is, the simultaneous 
ruling of schooling, while simultaneous renewal of the education 
of educators. And that selected schools, or partner schools, or 
sites in which school renewal is taking place, that it is 
integrated, that it becomes a way of life, a perspective and that 
it is in that environment that future educators are prepared so 
that you would something akin to a teaching hospital. If you'll 
take the whole philosophy and understanding and there are 19 
postulates that represents the foundation for that, and by the 
way, this is one of the sixteen sites nationally. And trace that 
back by associating a number of people, and Goodlad would be one 
of those persons, and I would be one of those persons, back to 
the IGE days, you will see a direct correlation, that we've come 
back to again embracing some fundamental ideas about how change 
occurs and what is needed in order to improve schools. 
JW: Are those 19 principles much like those 35 outcomes? 
FG: No, they're not because - there is certainly a 
relationship and where you would put the two side by side and 
look at them, you will clearly see the connection. The 
postulates are a more sophisticated, a more broadly based, 
reflect more principles, because they're postulates, whereas the 
35 outcomes were targeted specifically for change within the 
school and did not directly address the issue of change in 
programs that prepare educators. And preparing them in that 
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particular context. But if you will look at them you will see a 
very close philosophical connection and a whole array of 
underlying principles that speak to the nature of schooling, how 
schools are organized and operated, what they're committed to, 
and the whole idea of systemic change. A lot of people think of 
today that systemic change is a relatively recent notion and it's 
not. That is precisely what IGE was. It had two main goals: 
continuous improvement, which was one, and that notion is with us 
today in the form of education renewal. And that is even the 
name of Goodlad's latest book that just came out, Education 
Renewal: Better Teachers, Better Schools. And the second was 
individualization which does speak to how instruction is 
organized and delivered and therefore has direct implications for 
curriculum, but the IGE model was much misunderstood by a lot of 
people; principally because adequate inservice training was not 
provided to prepare people to function in those new 
methodologies. It unfortunately deteriorated very quickly 
because people didn't understand what it was and why it was and 
what the essentials were in order to affect the kind of change 
proposed by that model. But those were the two major thrusts or 
intended outcomes for IGE. 
JW: Individualiztion - is that a misnomer. That is to say, 
if I was to think about individualization, or even the name 
individually guided education, it seems to imply a student 
working by him or herself. 
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FG: That was one of the gross misconceptions and it derives 
from the fact that people associated individualization with an 
approach to teaching that, as you say, as one on one. That is 
not true. The lifeblood of individualization is the small group. 
And if you think of organizing instruction in terms of what are 
the alternatives, there are really only four that the model put 
forth. That is, large group instruction, small group 
instruction, one on one and tutoring and independent study. And 
too many people interpreted individualization as independent 
study or one on one tutoring. Those are only two among four. So 
in an individualizing school, the decision is made on what is the 
best grouping pattern in order to achieve the intended 
objectives. And those are just tools. IGE advocated and 
specified frequently in its literature and films, etc. that the 
lifeblood of individualization is the small group, which at that 
time was defined as three to thirteen students. And that there 
would be no homogenous grouping except if the specific objective 
under Question, if the faculty determined that a small group was 
the best way to achieve that objective, then you would use that 
grouping pattern. If it was one on one, then you would use that 
one. So, yes, it's true, and many people at the time, because 
there was a big movement called IPI, Individually Prescribed 
Instruction, there were a whole array of instructional materials 
during that period. The one that comes to mind most was the one 
on mathematics where they used baskets and every kid worked 
independently and they did not come into groups of any other size 
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and people interpreted the organization as that, and of course 
iit wasn't. A point that is really important to note that you 
brought up earlier is that at no time, anyplace, among the 
leaders, did IGE advocate a specific curriculum of any kind. It 
never did. It spoke only to how schools would be organized, how 
instruction was to be delivered and then a whole array, of what I 
call, methodologies about grouping kids, how one used formative 
and summative evaluation, how individualization occurred, that 
is, pretest, specification objectives, alternative deliveries 
followed by some kind of posttest and that the progress of the 
children would be plotted and it would be a kind of prescriptive 
model. So it had to do with instructional delivery, but no 
content at any time was advocated. 
JW: I assume that's why IGE found itself in schools which, 
to me, appear contradictory or opposite. For example, the Model 
cities schools on the west side and Longfellow in Dayton View. 
The one seemed to be a segregated school, the Model cities, its 
aim was to try to give black children, or African-American 
children an improved self-concept. And at Longfellow it was to 
preserve a naturally integrated setting and try to show harmony 
among the races. So it appears as if there were almost two 
different aims in those two different schools, but they were 
using the same model, IGE. I suppose that's because it doesn't 
have a curriculum. 
FG: Well, there again is a misunderstanding. For example, 
people believed that the IGE model was a less structured model 
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than those that most of us were accustomed to, that is, a frontal 
didactic, very structured, kind of an approach to learning. And 
the assumption was that IGE was more like what the British Infant 
School developed as the open school, in which Bob Anderson has 
written on eloquently. 
JW: Oh, he wrote on the infant schools? 
FG: No, he wrote on the open schools. He wrote a book, a 
small book, that is classic, called opting for Openness, in which 
he tried to communicate what really open education is all about. 
And open education in this country is not synonymous with IGE, 
however, like IGE it was misunderstood and misapplied and 
therefore, fell by the wayside. But there was the thought that 
able kids could function better in a less structured situation, a 
la IGE. The reality is that IGE is a very structured model and 
it is a model designed to accommodate any variety of differences 
in schools, such as what you just mentioned. So there's no 
incongruenty .. . 
JW: ... the aims could be different but the means could be 
similar. 
FG: That's right. Now there are some philosophical 
underpinnings to which you have to be committed if you're going 
to implement an IGE model, but the distinction between, as you 
drew up, between Model Cities and Longfellow, is really not 
relevant in terms of whether the IGE model is appropriate. The 
assumption was that this basic structure, called IGE, represented 
a large kind of model within which any school could move more 
8 
successfully for learning outcomes. And it was predicated on 
what was thought to be the composite and synthesis of the best 
research about educational practice of the day. 
JW: Is that why it became popular at the time that racial 
desegregation was a concern? In a sense, is it coincidental? 
FG: It is coincidental; there is no relationship whatsoever 
between the desegregation of schools and the development of the 
IGE model. They are not related at all and there is no constancy 
or connection of key players in those two. For example, I was 
very active in both desegregation and IGE. And the closest I 
would come to saying there was a connection would be to say that 
the IGE model represented a viable vehicle through which any 
school could improve itself, could develop an awareness and 
sensitivity and commitment to an ongoing continuous improvement 
process. And I don't think there's anybody today who would argue 
taht individualization, if it is understood, is not a fundamental 
operating procedure that should exist in every school setting. 
Because the research, for example, the Luminous people at Chicago 
have done, and it's some of the best research ever done in this 
country on learning and the relationship between instructional 
delivery and learning, clearly shows that were we to commit to 
resources and the energy and the time to develop a mastery 
learning model, people do in fact learn what you'd expect them to 
do. And they learn better and they learn more. And there is a 
connection, philosophical and operational, between the notion of 
mastery learning and individualization. We all know that the 
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traditional, large group, one teacher, one class, one group of 
kids, learning the same thing at the same time, in the same way, 
is not an effective methodology. 
JW: So it would seem then, to come back to that notion of it 
being coincidental, of racial desegregation and IGE were used in 
similar schools, and then the effort to desegregate to place the 
IGE model and was brought into those schools, it occurred simply 
because the people who were writing the grants or who were in 
charge of administration, looked upon IGE as the best model that 
they could apply. If they're going to change, they might as well 
go in the direction which is, in fact, improvement. 
FG: That's exactly right. And it was seen as a vehicle, as 
a sort of ... if you look at the time there was no other 
comprehensive model in existence at that time. And the people in 
IGE did not set about trying to take a body of limited research 
and create some highly specific model; they were looking for a 
comprehensive change vehicle that would have brought application 
and utility. NOw, in fact, if you understand the courts and the 
specialists in desegregation during that period of time and if 
you forced them into the notion of desegregate or improve the 
quality of instruction, if you put those in direct opposites, you 
would find that all of them would have argued that the common 
good is going to best be served first by overcoming the problems 
of racial isolation and that the first thing you have to do is, 
in effect, change the composition of schools and move bodies 
around and that that would be inherently good and then having 
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done that, you look around for ways then to being improving 
instruction. But, if something had to be sacrificed, you would 
sacrifice the immediate benefits of improving instruction before 
the perceived benefit of having the appropriate racial mix. 
JW: And that must have led to conflicts. 
FG: Many conficts. 
JW: Because I can imagine ... I know Model cities Planning 
council became upset when Wayne Car led had to desegregate the 
faculty and they were moving faculty out of the Model cities 
target area, which the educational component had provided with 
inservices and they thought that these teachers were best trained 
on how to meet the needs of the inner-city child and now they 
were going to be shifted around, and they saw that as a great 
loss. But here was an effort to desegregate and you would think 
that that would be ... 
FG: There's a distinction that isn't often made and I 
suspect less understood by most people, that desegregation was a 
legal remedy to a social and perceived educational problem. And 
it was not, it did not have as its immediate intent the 
integration of people and the distinction between desegregation 
and integration is an essential one. One is a legal matter and 
the other is more an additudinal kind of thing. My connection 
with Dayton, in 1970, was primarily through IDEA in Kettering and 
then later, and I don't know if you know this or not, I worked 
with some people on writing the desegregation plan itself for 
Dayton. 
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JW: Oh, no. 
FG: Bill Gordon ... 
JW: I spoke with him Monday. 
FG: Bill, at that time, when Glatt was shot, who was the 
surrogate judge, in effect, Judge Rubin appointed Fingers from 
Rhode Island to replace him and at that time John Maxwell was the 
superintendent and John wanted the district to employ some people 
to help him develop a plan to put in juxtaposition with whatever 
Fingers came up with and Bill Gordon put together a team and I 
was on that team. So I did help write that and then afterwards 
Dayton had been unsuccessful in getting ESA (Emergency School 
Assistance) money, had written a number of proposals. 
JW: I have some of them. 
FG: At that time, Norm Feurer was assistant superintendent 
for Secondary Education and he was assigned the task to give ESA 
money and because they became acquainted with me, I was able to 
identify one school in Dayton that, by accident, or hapinstance, 
had the appropriate numbers representing a racial balance. And I 
was able to get a grant under ESA for some inservice training. As 
a consequence of who was in charge of that program at that time 
and the fellow's name was David Lurch. 
JW: Oh, yeah, I met him, too, Monday. 
FG: NOw, David is on our staff here now. He's finishing 
his doctorate now. David and I, we didn't know each other at the 
time, he was instrumental in getting this grant funded for 
$75,000 and I provided some inservice training. Then, as a 
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new ... That happens in every organization whether it's corporate 
or or whatever. And John Maxwell, and I know him 
personally, because I worked very closely with him, did not have 
this abiding committment to IGE as a vehicle. I could describe a 
great deal about John that would not have been his interest. I 
don't know to what extent you talked to David Lurch, but he can 
give you some interesting insights ... 
JW: I didn't get much chance to, and I did write him a 
letter asking him if I could interview him in the same pattern as 
I'm doing with you. I expect he'll say yes. I could do it over 
the phone. 
FG: Yes, he would. And even if you tell him that you spoke 
with me, that would help. 
JW: Dr. Gordon said that I should speak to you, although I 
got your name first from John Padin. One of the ways in which I 
thought IGE may have declined in popularity was that in the early 
years, in the early 70's Kettering Foundation paid for much of 
those inservices. Padin told me that much of that was part of the 
endeavor. 
FG: That's right. 
JW: And when IDEA separated, then of course they had to 
charge for those services and that must have been expensive. So 
I could imagine that affecting its popularity. 
FG: That's true, too. But a lot of us, we had a center at 
Missouri called the Center for Education and Improvement, and 
what many universities did that were involved in this, because of 
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consequence of that, I wrote the basic and pilot. I personally 
wrote that. And got them 1.9 million dollars. So that was my 
connection with Dayton at that time. 
JW: And was IGE a part of those grant proposals, when you 
wrote them? 
FG: By the time John Maxwell came in IGE was on its way out 
because it was associated with Wayne Carl. And, as a consequence 
of one superintendent leaving, and all the ambiguity and 
ambivalence about the model because of a lack of training of the 
people and because of other unrest in the community among parents 
and others, the model lost its perceived value and very quickly 
disappeared. 
JW: My impression of Longfellow, at least the way Greg 
Caras tells the story, which maybe a slightly different way then 
actually unfolded, but nonetheless, whenever I talk to people 
they say Longfellow was fantastic and that was the IGE school. 
FG: It was. That was the perception of the time. 
JW: And they say that it was a great school. I'll talk to 
parents and they'll say that Longfellow was just wonderful. I'm 
somewhat surprised to hear that IGE fell into such disfavor. 
FG: Oh, it did, it did. And it did in a number of places 
other than here. But, again, there are some sort of generic 
predictors of that happening because any model or any innovation 
or any major effort that is directly associated with the 
leadership of the school, when that leadership changes, new 
leadership tries to get a new focus to get the credit of that 
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the availability of federal funds, we wrote grants and contracts 
through which that training was provided. So the training costs 
were not prohibited and I would not associate the costs of 
training as a critical criteria, certainly worn, but not 
critical. 
JW: Did those federal grants become less available as the 
Republican Administration stayed in power; that is, the Model 
cities money certainly declined, and I assume most domestic 
spending followed a similar pattern. 
FG: Absolutely. During the entire Republican 
Administration those things declined. 
JW: So that must have certainly made it difficult. Again, 
it would be another associated fact to its decline. 
FG: That is true. 
JW: I'm somewhat surprised - well, maybe I'm not surprised 
- that there wasn't a closer link made by the founders between 
racial desegregation and IGE. And the reason I'm surprised that 
it wasn't because one of the outcomes of IGE is supposed to be 
that people learn to work together. The learning community is 
indeed seems to be a democratically run organization, or at least 
the model is supposed to be democratic. 
FG: I would be inclined, because I know some of the leaders 
of that movement, it's a small handful of people, who you could 
point to as the real driving forces behind IGE. They were very 
sensitive about politicizing the model. And if, in fact, you 
associate it with desegregation, you have built up an 
extraordinary antagonistic group of people, many of whom might be 
committed to school improvement and systematic change for the 
very fundamental purpose of making education better for all boys 
and girls. But you associate it with desegregation and as a 
vehicle for that, you've now contaminated it and politicized it 
and predictably help bring about its downfall. 
JW: That makes good sense. I did talk to Dr. Anderson on 
the phone. He was very gracious. He was surprised that I saw 
that link. He said, "What makes you think there is a link 
there?" And I said, "Well, it's just everywhere I turn; it just 
keeps popping up." 
FG: But see, the people in IGE very much believed, because 
what they did was they created a model that intended to be the 
synthethis of the best of what we knew at the time. And, 
therefore, being a synthesis of the best, and it being designed 
to be a replicable model and a model that would work irrespective 
of the particular social context. That what was important was a 
committment to the underlying principles and that it could work 
in a rural, or an urban, or an affluent or a poor, or a suburban 
kind of school setting, that was not a relevent factor. 
JW: You mentioned earlier that the small group was the 
lifeblood of the IGE. And it surprised me. John Padin has said 
that to me. It's not in any of those outcomes; that is, the 33 
outcomes don't mention small group. But Padin said it is there. 
FG: It is. 
JW: It was the word "mode." 
FG: Yes. 
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JW: But to an untrained observer that mode doesn't mean 
small group. But then he showed me the other materials, which 
say exactly what you said, that indeed the small group was there. 
He gave me a copy of the film that was made at Longfellow, 
"Somebody Special." I did not see an instance of small group in 
that film. st. Agnes, which was a Catholic school, somebody 
wrote them a letter asking them to do inservices. And to tell 
other people about their experiences. But they seemed to have 
had a problem, or at least that's what the newspapers said. That 
moving the kids beyond the one-on-one and into the small groups. 
FG: Well, it never surprised me why the model was not more 
successful. And I can give you a little anecdote. I was asked 
to go down to Richland County in Columbia, South Carolina, where 
they had just finished the most magnificent open space middle 
school. And they had begun implementing IGE and their idea of 
preparing their teachers to do that was to have a two-day 
preschool workshop. And they had a two-day preschool workshop 
and then the doors opened with big banners allover the place, 
"We're an IGE School!" Well, immediately they confronted 
problems. They asked me to come down and work with them and I 
did. And maybe it's all best captured by the sweet, young, 
relatively new southern, gorgeous teacher who caught me in the 
coffee room and said, "Dr. Gies, could you tell me what this IGE 
stuff is all about?" So a lot of schools in the country jumped 
on the bandwagon because some principal or superintendent 
decided it was the thing to do and from top down implemented it 
17 
without adequate training. And because it called for a whole 
array of new ideas, delivered in sophisticated ways, one could 
predict the outcome. You've got to understand that here we have 
teachers who themselves were products of certain kinds of 
schooling enterprise, who went through teacher education programs 
that reinforced it and even taught it and now they're put into a 
situation where they're supposed to utilize a whole different 
array of skills, working with others when they come out of an 
isolated, self-contained classroom, where planning skills that 
they've never experienced have to be operationalized at very 
sophisticated levels. And I have conducted many of what they 
call those "clinical workshops" where you actually have kids in 
the workshops and your teachers in training had to go through a 
kind of a micro-experience with it. And those were probably the 
most effective ways, because you have to change teacher behavior 
and help them acquire the skills and develop the confidence that 
they could function in this way. otherwise, it's doomed to 
failure. But we've got a rich, rich body of literature on why 
change fails. We know more about why it fails then what makes it 
succeed. 
JW: Well, I'm very sensitive about the time and I really do 
thank you for talking with me for so long about the IGE system. I 
think you have cause for celebration, frankly. I think the 
Dayton system was a very successful desegregation and we should 
be proud of what happened in those years. 
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FG: I could tell you stories about those years that were 
extraordinary. If you shut that off I'll tell you a couple. If 
you think of curriculum as essentially representing what it is we 
teach, the content, then the IGE model has absolutely 
intentionally nothing to say about curriculum. I think that's an 
important point. 
